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COVMENTS OF UNI TED TECHNOLOG ES CORPORATI ON REGARDI NG THE REPORT
OF THE MASSACHUSETTS DI STRI BUTED GENERATI ON COLLABORATI VE

AND MODEL | NTERCONNECTI ON TARI FF

UTC Power is a division of United Technol ogi es Corporation (UTC)
UTC Power, which includes UTC Fuel Cells, is a world |eader in fue
cell production and devel opnent for commercial, transportation,
residential and space applications. UTC Fuel Cells has delivered nore
t han 255 PC25 systens (200 kW in 19 countries on five continents,
i ncluding nore than 120 PC25 power plants in 26 states. Thus, UIC s
responses reflect experience deploying distributed generation units
wor | dwi de. UTC s ot her business units include Carrier, Pratt and

VWi t ney, Sikorsky, OQis and Hami|ton Sundstrand.

UTC appreci ated the opportunity to participate in the
Massachusetts Distributed Generation Coll aborative and was active in
all aspects of the discussions and negotiations resulting in the Fina
Report filed on March 3, 2003 and the Mddel Tariff submtted on May 16,
2003. UTC further appreciates the opportunity to coment on both
docunents, and particularly on the areas in which the stakehol ders did

not reach consensus.



The comments below are restricted to the issues identified in the
cover letter to the Tariff, and assume the DTE will direct the
Col | aborative to continue to inprove the DG i nterconnection process
over the next two years, as pronulgated in the Final Report (Section
6). Wiile the Coll aborative nmade significant progress and the filed
Tariff conprises, in our view, the best features for interconnecting of
any jurisdiction to date, there remains roomfor inprovenent in
m nim zing interconnection transaction uncertainties, costs and
timeframes and facilitating the deploynent of distributed generation
technol ogi es. Anpbng other areas, the Coll aborative should devel op
standards for interconnecting |arger projects with spot networks and

i nterconnecting any size DGinto grid networks.

| ssue |.
Ti mel i nes: The Col | aborative notes that the Report’s tinelines

were not finally settled and included a dissent.

COMMENT: The tinelines at issue pertain to the tine allowed to
the utilities to respond to an interconnection application and to
perform studi es deened necessary, depending on the classification of
the application. UTC believes the tinelines agreed by the magjority of
the stakehol ders are quite conservative, especially relative to other
jurisdictions with sinilar approaches, such as California. For
exanpl e, the proposed MA Expedited Review process can take up to 60
days with Suppl enental Review, whereas CA Rule 21's correspondi ng
process takes a maximum of 30 days and includes a similar supplenmental
revi ew

UTC understands the utilities’ |ack of experience with the

process may have influenced the majority toward the conservative
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timelines. UTC supports the tineframes at this juncture in part
because of the agreement of the Collaborative nenbers, as stated in the
Final Report (Section 6), to on-going periodic review for the purpose
of further inproving and streanlining the process, and specifically
regarding tinelines, to “strive to reduce tines toward best practices
in the industry and neet Custoners’ Agreenent-Needed Date requested in
the application 95% of the tine.” Because the tinmelines are to be
revisited in the collaborative review and i nprovenent process, UTC
agrees with the majority on the initial tinmelines presented in the

Tariff.

I ssue II.

Applicability to Qualifying Facilities: The cover letter
acconpanyi ng the Report filed on March 3, 2003 provided: "This report
is not intended to replace or change the regul ati ons promul gated under
220 CVMR 8.00." Despite that, there remains disagreenment within the
Col | aborative as to the consistency and to the inter-relationship
between this proposed tariff and the existing regulations in 220 CVR
8.04 (e.g. tinmelines and fees).

Comment: Existing regulations for Qualifying Facilities (QFs)
appear to require a maxi mum of 90 days for interconnection approval, a
much shorter tine franme for interconnection than the tinelines agreed
to by the mpjority of the Coll aborative stakehol ders. Further, severa
utilities have adopted identical or sinmlar |anguage to that of the QF
regul ation in conpliance filings. Thus, the utilities are currently
operating under shorter tine franes for interconnection approvals for
QFs (within 90 days, plus extension on petition to DTE) than the
proposed Mddel Interconnection Tariff. The latter allows up to 230

days for interconnection via the Standard Revi ew Process. Additionally,

-3-



the application for QF interconnection does not include an application
fee.

UTC concurs with the plain | anguage in the Report cover letter,
that the interconnection standards achieved in this process would not
repl ace existing QF regulations. Indeed, such a result would be a step
backward. The DTE should clarify the applicability of the standards
and processes derived fromthis Coll aborative initiative relative to

the existing regulations promul gated under 220 CMR 8. 00.

I ssue II1.

Super cedence: The Col | aborative was unable to reach agreement on
what document controls in circunstances where an existing
I nterconnection Agreenent is in conflict with the requirenents of the
I nterconnection Tariff due to changes in the Tariff that occurred after
the I nterconnection Agreenent was executed. (i.e. a "grandfathering”
provi sion).

COMMENT: Every DG project nust assure personnel safety and
mai ntain systemreliability when operating interconnected to the
utility grid. Once approved, installed, and comr ssioned, existing DG
i nstall ati ons shoul d be grandfathered agai nst subsequent rul e changes,
unl ess the DTE affirmatively finds at the tine of the revision that the
change is necessary to protect personal safety or systemreliability.
Accordingly, we believe interconnection agreenents should be
grandf at hered unl ess the DTE concl udes that subsequent rul e changes
warrant retroactive application for safety or liability reasons.
Ongoi ng uncertainty and the potential for costly changes to

i nterconnection equipnent is a barrier to DG depl oynment.

| ssue | V.



Cost Allocation and Adjustnent Procedures: The Col | aborative was
unabl e to reach agreenent on the allocation of certain costs and on the
adj ust nent of costs provided in the Interconnection Services and/or
Study Agreenents. Specifically, the Coll aborative did not agree to
appropriate allocation of utility costs for studies or upgrades where
benefits may accrue to other utility custonmers. |In addition, the
Col | aborative did not agree whether the utilities should be required to
provide a fixed price or a "not-to-exceed" cost for system
nodi fi cati ons and system studi es and who shoul d bear the excess cost
when actual costs exceed those provided in the Agreenents.

COMMVENT: W th respect to cost allocation, UTC suggests the DG
custoner should pay only a deterni nable share of system upgrade costs
when ot her customers will substantially benefit fromthe utility system
nodi fications, such as inproved service reliability or increased system
capacity. To the extent the system nodifications provide other
custoners enhanced el ectric service whether in quantity or quality, the
DG custoner should not bear the full cost of the nodifications.

Li kewi se, where the DG custonmer has borne the full burden of the

nodi fications and those system nodifications pernmit the utility to
expand its custoner base in the future, a portion of the nodification
costs should be recoverable by the DG custoner.

This cost allocation issue includes study costs. |n sonme cases,
utilities will need to conplete an existing system study before they
can assess the inpact of the proposed DG project on the system It is,
of course, the utility’s responsibility to understand its distribution
system The DG custoner should not have to pay for that portion of the
st udy.

The cost estimate issue is central to the purpose of the

col | aborative, nanely, to provide DG custonmers certainty with regard to
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i nterconnection time and cost. For projects requiring utility system
nodi fications, the utilities suggest that costs for the nodifications
as provided by the utility at the tinme of executing an interconnection
agreenent are, at best, estinmates. The estinmates are to be “trued up”
at the conpletion of the nodification, with the DG custonmer having ful
responsibility for any overages, for whatever reason. In such a case,
the DG custoner will have significant uncertainty. Wile there may be
reasons for cost overruns to be passed onto the DG custoner in sone

i nstances (for exanple, those involving circunstances beyond any
party’s reasonable control and know edge; e.g., weather, unknown

under ground conditions), the DG customer should not be liable for al
cost overruns, for whatever reason. |n no case should the DG custoner
be responsible for a cost overrun that the utility reasonably could

have avoi ded or that was under the utility’s control



